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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
patent 6102449, Welsh in view of US patent 5848813, Albrecht. 

In regards to claims 1-10, Welsh discloses a coupling element, comprising: 

a male sealing element having a first end, second end, and a longitudinal axis 
extending between said first end and said second end, wherein said male sealing 
element has a generally cylindrical shape, wherein said male sealing element defines a 
fluid passageway therethrough for the transmission of fluid, wherein said male sealing 
element is slideably coupled to a ferrule (160), wherein said first end defines a conical 
sealing surface, wherein a female sealing element (132) defines a complementary 
conical geometry; and 

a biasing element (154) disposed between a retaining ring (170) and said ferrule 
for biasing said first end into direct abutting contact with said female sealing element 
with a biasing force sufficient to form a fluid-tight seal between said first end and said 
female sealing element. 

Welsh does not disclose the conical sealing surface having a mismatched angle 
to the female sealing element. Albrecht teaches a conical sealing surface (32) having a 
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mismatched angle to the female sealing element (22) "to ensure that said seal surface 
of the male portion seats on an inner diameter of the seal surface of the female portion 
so that fluid sealing takes place at a minimum diameter of said mating seal surfaces" 
(col. 2, lines 20-24). Since both Welsh and Albrecht are concerned with tapered sealing 
surfaces, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to fabricate the conical sealing surface with a mismatched 
angle to the female sealing element to ensure that said seal surface of the male portion 
seats on an inner diameter of the seal surface of the female portion so that fluid sealing 
takes place at a minimum diameter of said mating seal surfaces, as taught by Albrecht. 
Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 9/8/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument that obviousness of Albrecht is misleading, 
the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed 
invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the 
test is what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
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within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, since both Welsh 
and Albrecht are concerned with tapered sealing surfaces, it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to fabricate the 
conical sealing surface with a mismatched angle to the female sealing element to 
ensure that said seal surface of the male portion seats on an inner diameter of the seal 
surface of the female portion so that fluid sealing takes place at a minimum diameter of 
said mating seal surfaces, as taught by Albrecht. 

In response to applicant's argument that Albrect is nonanalogous art, it has been 
held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if 
not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was 
concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. 
See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case. 
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Albrecht is pertinent to the particular problem of tapered sealing surfaces with which the 
applicant is concerned. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091 , 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

Applicant argues that Welsh fails to disclose a ferrule. The Examiner disagrees. 
A ferrule is a usually metal sleeve used especially for joining or binding one part to 
another (as pipe sections or the bristles and handle of a brush) [Merriam-Webster Online 

Dictionary copyright © 2008 by IVIerriam-Webster, Incorporated]. Clearly, Welsh discloses a ferrule 

defined as a sleeve used especially for joining or binding one part to another. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., a male sealing element with a first end for sealing engagement to a female sealing 
element at a terminal end) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims 
are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read 
into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). 

Further, it appears Applicant is confusing "end" with "terminal end". 
In response to Applicant's argument that Welch includes additional structure not 
required by Applicant's invention, it must be noted that Welch in view of Albrecht 
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disclose the invention as claimed. The fact that Welch discloses additional structure not 
claimed is irrelevant. 

Further, a recitation with respect to the manner in which an apparatus is intended 
to be employed does not impose any structural limitation upon the claimed apparatus 
which differentiates it from a prior art reference disclosing the structural limitations of the 
claim. In re Pearson . 494 F.2d 1399, 181 USPQ 641 (CCPA 1974); In re Yanush . 477 
F.2d 958, 177 USPQ 705 (CCPA 1973); In re Finsterwalder . 436 F.2d 1028, 168 USPQ 
530 (CCPA 1971); In re Casev . 370 F.2d 576, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967); In re Otto . 
312 F.2d 937, 136 USPQ 458 (CCPA 1963); Ex parte Masham . 2 USPQ2d 1647 
(BdPatApp& Inter 1987). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Application/Control Number: 10/597,829 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3679 

Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aaron M. Dunwoody whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7080. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 am - 4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel P. Stodola can be reached on 571-272-7087. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Aaron M Dunwoody/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3679 

.amd 



